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Abstract 


This  study  explores  the  relationship  between  prison  behavior 
and  parole  outcome  for  a  sample  of  705  Massachusetts  state 
parolees  released  in  1985.  By  controlling  for  a  priori  risk  via 
scores  from  the  Massachusetts  Parole  Board's  risk  assessment 
form,  the  study  concentrates  on  prison  misconduct  factors  that 
are  related  to  recidivism  and  not  to  a  predetermined  risk  factor. 
Prison  behavior  was  measured  by  the  following  variables:  type, 
severity,  quantity  and  frequency  of  disciplinary  reports;  periods 
spent  in  isolation;  escape  history;  furloughs;  returns  to  higher 
security;  security  from  which  paroled  and  overall  movement 
through  security  levels  from  commitment  to  release.  Results  in- 
dicate that  there  is  greater  statistical  significance  for  the 
relationship  between  negative  prison  behavior  and  recidivism  for 
the  "high"  risk  group  than  for  the  "low/moderate"  risk  group. 
Results  from  a  multiple  regression  analysis  reveal  that  the 
proportion  of  variance  in  recidivism  explained  by  selected  prison 
behavior  variables  is  low  for  both  groups,  but  higher  for  the 
high  risk  group,  where  it  explains  11%  of  the  variance.  More  re- 
search is  needed  to  examine  other  indicators  of  risk  that  could 
be  used  as  controlling  variables. 


Introduction 


Parole  Boards  are  confronted  with  reviewing  a  myriad  of  in- 
formation in  assessing  an  inmate's  suitability  for  release  to  the 
community  and  the  conditions  under  which  that  release  can  be  most 
safely  accomplished.  Historically,  parole  boards  have  reviewed 
information  on  the  prospective  parolee's  current  offense, 
criminal  history,  social  and  work  background,  physical  and  mental 
health  evaluations,  work  and  treatment  program  participation, 
community  support  and  institutional  behavior.  A  practical  con- 
sideration confronted  by  the  Parole  Board  is  the  weight  to  be 
given  to  any  one  of  these  areas  in  assessing  an  inmate's  ability 
to  safely  return  to  the  community.  As  a  first  step,  this  study 
explores  the  relationship  of  one  of  these  areas,  institutional 
behavior,  and  its  relationship  with  parole  outcome  (recidivism). 

There  has  been  a  significant  amount  of  research  looking  at 
the  relationship  between  prison  behavior  and  post-release  outcome 
dating  back  to  the  1930s  work  of  Glueck  and  Glueck.  Time  and 
time  again,  this  research  has  indicated  some  degree  of  relation- 
ship, usually  low  to  moderate  strength  of  association  between 
prison  behavior  and  post-release  outcome.  For  this  reason,  as 
well  as  for  reasons  of  contributing  to  the  maintenance  of  prison 
control  by  prison  officials,  the  Massachusetts  Parole  Board  takes 
prison  behavior  into  account  when  making  release  decisions. 

We  undertook  this  somewhat  exploratory  research  for  several 
reasons:  (1)  to  provide  the  Parole  Board  with  a  way  of  inter- 
preting routinely  available,  officially  recorded  data  on  prison 
behavior;  (2)  to  provide  follow-up  data  that  is  parole-specific; 
(3)  and  to  provide  this  data  in  the  context  of  the  Massachusetts 
state  prison  system  which  is  overcrowded  and  arguably  contains 
one  of  the  highest  risk  populations  in  the  nation. 

A  goal  of  this  research  is  to  contribute  to  the  development 
of  policy-based  decision  guides  for  parole  in  Massachusetts, 
specifically  around  the  interpretation  and  weight  to  be  given  to 
institutional  behavior  as  recorded  in  an  inmate's  record. 


NOTE:  This  paper  is  a  working  draft  of  research  being  done  in 
this  area  and  should  not  be  considered  as  final. 
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Literature  Review 


As  mentioned  previously,  considerable  work  has  been  done  in 
this  area.  We  reviewed  a  number  of  research  studies  conducted  on 
juvenile,  young  adult  and  adult  populations.  Most  of  these 
studies  are  summarized  in  a  chapter  by  Gillian  Hill  in  Farrington 
and  Tarling's  (Eds.)  Prediction  in  Criminology  (1985).  Hill  con- 
cludes that  "institutional  misconduct  was  the  most  reliable  pre- 
dictor of  recidivism,  but  the  extent  to  which  it  adds  to  known 
predictors,   such  as  previous  criminal  record,   is  unclear." 

Following  up  on  Hill's  concern,  research  recently  done  by 
Gottfredson  and  Adams  (1982)  and  by  Klein  (1986)  on  sample 
populations  released  from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons,  at- 
tempted to  address  this  issue  by  controlling  for  a  priori  risk. 
In  both  cases,  risk  was  assessed  by  using  the  Federal  Salient 
Factor  Score.  Gottfredson  and  Adams  and  Klein  utilized  the  SFS 
to  control  for  factors  known  at  the  time  of  sentencing  in  an  at- 
tempt to  measure  how  prison  behavior  adds  to  the  ability  to  pre- 
dict post-release  outcome.  The  results  of  both  studies  indicate 
there  is  a  low  to  moderate,  although  significant,  relationship 
between  institutional  behavior  and  post-release  outcome  for  all 
releases  except  those  classified  as  very  good  risks. 

Methodology 

Population 

The  parolees  selected  for  this  study  include  all  those 
released  in  1985  from  Massachusetts  state  correctional  institu- 
tions with  a  period  on  parole  of  more  than  six  months.  (Only 
parolees  whose  parole  discharge  date  is  more  than  six  months  away 
are  assessed  for  risk.) 

Parolees  not  considered  for  the  study  include  those  paroled 
from  Massachusetts  Houses  of  Correction  ("county"  inmates),  out- 
of-state  releases  and  transfers,  Massachusetts  state  parolees 
with  less  than  six  months  to  serve  on  parole,  and  inmates  paroled 
to  custody  (to  another  sentence).  For  these  groups,  it  is  either 
impossible  to  gather  risk  scores  or  follow-up  data  is  not  avail- 
able . 

The  list  of  subjects  for  study  was  compiled  from  copies  of 
Risk/Needs  Forms  that  the  Research  Unit  of  the  Massachusetts 
Parole  Board  receives,  as  part  of  its  management  information  sys- 
tem.    Our  final  sample  totalled  705  parolees. 


Because  this  sample  was  chosen  on  the  availability  of  risk 
forms,  it  was  not  randomly  selected.  We  felt  it  was  important  to 
compare  the  population  selected  with  those  not  selected  to  deter- 
mine if  there  was  any  systematic  bias.  A  15%  sample  was  taken 
from  those  not  chosen  and  there  were  no  significant  differences 
between  the  two  groups. 
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I 


Risk  Score 


As  recommended  by  prior  researchers,  we  divided  the  sample 
by  risk  score.  We  used  the  agency's  Risk/Needs  Assessment  In- 
strument (See  Appendix  B.)  to  classify  the  sample  into 
"low/moderate"  (N=73)  and  "high"  risk  (N=632)  groups.  This  tool 
is  normally  used  after  the  release  decision  has  been  made  to 
classify  parolees  into  appropriate  levels  of  supervision.  In  an 
agency  validation  study  (Lunden,  1985) ,  the  risk  score  was  found 
to  be  significantly  related  to  recidivism  for  low,  moderate  and 
high  risk  parolees.  The  validation  study  found  that  low 

risk  parolees  recidivated  at  18%,  moderate  risks  recidivated  at 
27%  and  high  risks  recidivated  at  38%.  Because  this  tool  relies 
on  characteristics  known  prior  to  the  parole  release  hearing,  it 
was  suitable  to  use  it  to  assess  for  risk  in  this  study. 

When  choosing  our  cut-off  rates  for  low  and  high  risk  groups 
for  this  study,  we  followed  agency  policy  regarding  placement 
into  supervision  levels.  As  noted  earlier,  no  matter  what  the 
parolee's  needs  score,  if  their  risk  score  exceeded  six,  they  are 
placed  on  maximum  level  of  supervision.  Also,  the  low  and 
moderate  risk  groups  (0-3  and  4-6,  respectively)  are  too  small  in 
number  when  considered  separately.  Therefore,  we  combined  all 
parolees  receiving  risk  scores  of  0-6  into  a  "low/moderate"  risk 
category  (N=73);  those  receiving  7  or  higher  were  grouped  into  a 
"high"  risk  category  (N=632).  This  distribution  (heavily  skewed 
towards  high  risk)  is  consistent  with  the  results  of  the  valida- 
tion study  which  found  that  84%  of  the  parolees  received  risk 
scores  which  categorized  them  as  high  risks  for  recidivism. 

Prison  Behavior  Indicators 

The  variables  selected  to  measure  prison  behavior  included 
disciplinary  reports,  moves  to  higher  security,  furloughs  and  two 
variables  measuring  overall  movement  through  security  levels  from 
commitment  to  parole  release.  These  indicators  are  officially 
recorded,  readily  available  and  routinely  considered  by  the  Mas- 
sachusetts Parole  Board. 

Disciplinary  Reports  (D  reports) 

Disciplinary  reports,  of  which  there  are  31  offense 
categories,  were  grouped  several  ways.  First,  we  divided  them 
into  four  types:  (1)  assaultive  offenses,  (2)  drug/alcohol  of- 
fenses, (3)  escapes,  and  (4)  other  infractions  (rule-breaking, 
insolence ,   etc . ) . 

At  the  same  time  we  divided  D  Reports  by  severity 
(major/minor),  by  time  period  -  those  incurred  during  the  months 
served  on  the  current  commitment  during  the  last  twelve  months  of 
incarceration  and  the  last  five  years  of  incarceration.  Only 
those  disciplinary  reports  resulting  in  a  guilty  finding  were 
counted . 
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The  total  number  of  major  and  minor  disciplinary  reports  was 
also  calculated.  Additionally,  a  rate  of  receiving  D  reports 
(the  number  received  divided  by  the  months  served)  for  the  past 
year  of  incarceration  and  the  past  five  years  of  incarceration 
was  calculated. 

Isolation  Time 

Usually,  the  most  severe  infraction  of  prison  rules  results 
in  the  inmate's  receiving  isolation  time.  We  felt  it  was  impor- 
tant to  measure  isolation  time  as  an  'indicator  of  severe  prison 
misconduct.  The  number  of  times  an  inmate  received  isolation 
time  as  a  sanction  for  a  guilty  finding  on  a  disciplinary  report 
was  counted  for  the  duration  of  the  inmate's  sentence. 

Escape  History 

In  some  cases,  escapes  are  not  written  up  on  a  disciplinary 
report,  but  appear  as  a  separate  entry  in  the  inmate's  record. 
In  order  to  accurately  measure  an  inmate's  escape  history,  a 
separate  "escape"  variable  was  created  for  which  all  escapes  in 
the  inmate's  history  were  counted. 

Returns  to  Higher  Security 

Any   return   to   higher   levels   of    institutional    security  was 

counted  for  both  the  past  year  of  incarceration  and  the  past  five 
years  of  incarceration. 

Furloughs 

Furloughs  were  counted  for  the  past  year  of  incarceration 
and  the  past  five  years  of  incarceration.  The  number  of  success- 
fully completed  furloughs  and  the  number  of  furloughs  that  were 
"problematic"  were  counted  separately,  and  a  percentage  was  com- 
puted for  those  completed  successfully  out  of  the  total  number 
granted.  The  results  presented  in  this  paper  reflect  only  the 
total  number  of  furloughs  parolees  had  during  the  last  five  years 
of  their  incarceration. 

Movement  Score  and  Releasing  Security 

The  Massachusetts  prison  system  offers  various  rewards  to 
inmates  who  move  to  lower  levels  of  security:  programs,  fur- 
loughs, work  release,  additional  visitor  privileges,  etc.  The 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Correction,  through  this  very  complex 
system  of  screening,  presents  the  Board  with  a  population  of 
inmates  at  lower  security  settings  that  are  generally  better 
prospects  for  parole.  Although  the  Parole  Board  releases  inmates 
from  all  security  levels,  higher  rates  of  release  are  recorded 
for  minimum  and  pre-release  security  levels.  We  decided  to  cap- 
ture the  inmate's  overall  degree  of  pre-parole  reintegrat i ve  ex- 
perience through  the  use  of  two  variables.  One  simply  measures 
releasing  security  level  -  the  level  of  security  of  the  facility 
from  which  the  person  was  paroled.  The  second  measures  not  only 
the  security  level  at  the  time  of  parole,  but  also  the  overall 
downward  progression  of  the  inmates  from  the  time  of  their  ini- 
tial classification  until  the  time  of  their  release.  The  scoring 
system  for  this  second  variable  appears  in  Appendix  D. 
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Dependent  Variable 


The  dependent  variable  was  parole  outcome.  A  successful 
outcome  was  defined  as  either  a  successful  completion  of  the 
period  on  parole  or  the  maintenance  of  active  parole  supervision 
status  throughout  the  eighteen  month  follow-up  period.  An  un- 
successful outcome  was  defined  as  a  parole  revocation  resulting 
in  reincarceration  during  the  eighteen  month  follow-up  period,  or 
absconder  status  (the  parolee  has  gone  whereabouts  unknown  and  a 
warrant  is  issued  for  his/her  arrest). 

An  eighteen  month  follow-up  period  was  chosen  for  consis- 
tency with  other  studies  of  the  Massachusetts  Parole  Board. 

Analytical  Technique 

Our  approach  in  this  research  study  was  to  first  test  the 
hypothesis  that  there  is  no  relationship  between  institutional 
behavior  and  parole  outcome  for  Massachusetts  parolees.  We 
tested  this  by  looking  at  the  entire  sample  of  705  state  parole 
releases.  The  chi  square  statistic  was  used  to  identify  those 
measures  of  prison  behavior  having  significant  statistical  rela- 
tions with  parole  outcome.  The  chi  square  statistic  expresses 
those  relationships  in  terms  of  probabilities.  The  .05  level  of 
significance  was  used  as  a  cutoff  point.  In  addition,  the  gamma 
statistic  was  used  to  determine  the  direction  and  strength  of  the 
relat ionsh  ip . 

The  next  step  was  to  conduct  the  same  tests  on  the  sample 
while  controlling  for  risk.  Past  research  indicates  that  prison 
behavior  is  differentially  associated  with  post  release  outcome 
for  individuals  categorized  into  separate  groups  based  on  a 
priori  risk  factors.  To  determine  if  institutional  behavior  was 
associated  with  post  release  outcome  for  Massachusetts  parolees, 
the  same  tests  as  performed  on  the  entire  sample  were  applied 
separately  to  both  the  high  and  low/moderate  risk  subgroups  of 
the  sample. 

The  final  step  involved  the  use  of  multiple  regression 
analysis  to  add  a  multivariate  dimension  to  the  results  obtained 
through  the  examination  of  individual  indicators  of  parole  be- 
havior. Our  goal  was  to  explain  how  much  of  the  variation  in 
recidivism  is  explained  by  institutional  behavior  beyond  what  is 
already  known  from  an  inmate's  level  of  risk. 

Data  Collection 

A  coding  sheet  was  designed  (see  Appendix  C)  and  data  col- 
lection occurred  over  a  two  month  period.  We  relied  on  com- 
puterized Department  of  Correction  inmate  files,  the  actual  paper 
files  themselves,  and  a  list  of  outstanding  warrants  from  the  Law 
Enforcement  Agencies  Processing  System     (LEAPS)     computer  network 
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administered  in  Massachusetts  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Safety.  The  latter  list  was  needed  to  check  for  absconder  status 
for  those  parolees  whose  computer  file  indicated  no  return  to 
prison  in  eighteen  months.  Once  the  data  was  collected  and 
coded,   it  was  analyzed  with  SPSS-X. 


F  indings 

The  preliminary  results  of  this  study  indicate  that  many  in- 
dividual indicators  of  prison  behavior  are  significantly  related 
to  post-release  outcome  for  Massachusetts'  state  parolees. 
However,  when  the  sample  is  broken  down  into  two  risk  categories 
(high  and  low  risk)  the  prison  behavior  indicators  maintain 
statistical  significance  with  parole  outcome  for  only  those 
parolees  considered  as  high  risk.  The  proportion  of  variance  in 
recidivism  explained  by  selected  prison  behavior  variables  is  low 
for  both  groups,  but  higher  for  the  high  risk  group.  The 
recidivism  rate  was  43%  for  the  entire  sample.  High  risk 
parolees  recidivated  at  a  rate  of  46%,  while  this  was  true  for 
only  18%  of  the  low  risk  cases. 

1.  Overall  Sample 

When  the  overall  sample  was  examined,  many  individual  in- 
dicators of  prison  behavior  were  found  to  be  significantly  re- 
lated to  parole  outcome. 

A.   Disciplinary  Reports 

The  first  analysis  examines  the  entire  sample  of  parolees  to 
determine  the  relationship  between  the  different  types  and  quan- 
tities of  disciplinary  reports  (  "D"  reports)  parolees  received 
during  the  last  five  years  and  parole  outcome.  This  analysis  is 
modeled  after  an  analysis  presented  in  the  study  referred  to  ear- 
lier by  Gottfredson  and  Adams  and,  interestingly,  reveals  similar 
results  for  the  Massachusetts  sample. 

Type  of  Disciplinary  Report 

When  examining  the  entire  sample,  the  hypothesis  that  there 
is  no  difference  in  parole  outcome  between  those  parolees  who 
received  certain  types  of  D  Reports  and  those  parolees  who  did 
not  can  be  rejected  on  the  basis  of  the  computed  chi-square 
statistic.  The  results  of  this  analysis  indicate  parolees 
receiving  major  D  Reports  for  assaultive  behavior,  substance 
abuse,  escape  or  who  received  D  Reports  for  any  other  reason  had 
significantly  higher  recidivism  rates  than  those  parolees  who  did 
not  receiving  these  types  of  D  Reports. 

Parolees  whose  record  indicated  one  or  more  assaultive  D 
Reports  during  the  last  five  years  had  a  recidivism  rate  of  55%, 
while  the  recidivism  rate  for  those  parolees  with  no  indication 
of  an  assaultive  D  report  recidivated  at  a  rate  of  40%. 
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Parolees  with  one  or  more  D  Report  for  substance  abuse  had  a 
recidivism  rate  of  51%,  while  those  with  no  substance  abuse  D 
Reports  recidivated  at  a  rate  of  39%. 

Although  escapes  are  a  relatively  rare  event  (  only  8%  of 
the  entire  sample  had  this  type  of  D  Report)  those  parolees  that 
did  have  one  or  more  D  Report.,  for  escape  during  the  last  five 
years  recidivated  at  a  rate  of  68%,  while  this  was  the  case  for 
only  40%  of  the  parolees  without  a  D  Report  for  escape. 
Similarly,  parolees  with  at  least  one  D  Report  for  any  "other" 
major  rule  infraction  had  a  recidivism  rate  of  52%,  while  those 
with  no  other  type  of  D  Report  had  a  recidivism  rate  of  only  34%. 
This  information  is  depicted  in  Table  1,   Appendix  A. 

Quantity  of  Disciplinary  Reports 

Table  1  also  shows  the  recidivism  rates  by  a  measure  of  to- 
tal major  D  Reports  (0,1  ,  two  or  more)  received  during  the  last 
five  years  or  most  recent  commitment.  Parolees  with  no  D  Reports 
had  a  recidivism  rate  of  31%,  those  with  one  D  Report  39%;  and 
those  receiving  two  or  more  D  Reports  had  a  recidivism  rate  of 
55% . 

Rate  of  Disciplinary  Reports 

The  number  of  D  Reports  parolees  averaged,  on  an  annual 
basis,  over  the  last  five  years,  was  also  found  to  be  a  sig- 
nificant indicator  of  risk  when  examining  the  entire  sample. 
Parolees  with  no  D  Reports  had  a  recidivism  rate  of  31%.  Those 
averaging  between  1  and  2  per  year  and  three  and  four  per  year; 
52%  and  51%  respectively,  and  those  averaging  between  five  and 
six;  and  those  averaging  seven  or  more  had  the  highest  recidivism 
rates  of  76%  and  80%.  Similar  results  were  found  when  the 
averages  over  the  last  year  of  incarceration  were  calculated. 
Table  3  and  4  in  Appendix  A  depict  this  information. 

Isolation  Time  Measured 

Parolees  receiving  at  least  one  period  of  isolation  time  as 
punishment  during  their  incarceration  also  had  a  much  higher 
recidivism  rate,  54%;  than  those  parolees  never  receiving  an 
isolation  period,   33%.     (See  Table  6.) 

B.   Escape  History 

This  analysis  involved  the  total  number  of  escapes  noted  in 
a  parolees  record  (regardless  of  when  the  escape  occurred)  and 
revealed  that  parolees  with  at  least  one  prior  escape  noted  in 
their  record  returned  to  prison  at  a  significantly  higher  rate 
(59%)  than  those  with  no  prior  escape  noted  (38%).  (See  Table 
9.  ) 
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C.     Movement  Across  Security  Levels 


Returns  To  Higher  Security 

Parolees  with  at  least  one  return  to  higher  security  during 
their  current  incarceration  had  a  recidivism  rate  of  52%  compared 
to  the  much  lower  recidivism  rate  of  30%  for  parolees  with  no 
returns  to  higher  security,  (See  Table  5.) 

Movement  Score 

Parolees  with  negative  movement  scores  (which  means  they 
were  either  released  from  a  higher  or  the  same  level  of  institu- 
tional security  to  which  they  were  originally  sentenced) 
recidivated  at  a  rate  of  52%;  which  was  much  higher  than  for 
those  parolees  having  positive  institutional  movement  scores 
(30% ) .     ( See  Table  8. ) 

Releasing  Security  Level 

The  security  level  from  which  parolees  were  released  was 
also  significantly  related  to  parole  outcome.  Parolees  released 
from  pre-release  facilities  had  the  lowest  recidivism  rate  at 
31%;  those  released  from  minimum  recidivated  at  a  slightly 
higher  rate  of  38%,  while  those  released  from  medium  and  maximum 
security  recidivated  at  the  highest  rates  of  54%  and  62%  respec- 
tively.     (See  Table  10.) 

D.  Furloughs 

In  regards  to  furloughs,  parolees  with  no  furloughs  had  a 
recidivism  rate  of  49%,  those  with  a  limited  number  of  furloughs 
(1  to  3)  had  a  similar  rate  of  54%;  and  parolees  with  4  or  more 
furloughs  during  their  commitment  had  the  lowest  recidivism  rate 
at  33% .     ( See  Table  7 . ) 

2.     Controlling  for  Risk 

It  has  been  recommended  by  researchers  that  a  priori  risk 
should  be  controlled  for  when  attempting  to  study  the  relation- 
ship between  prison  behavior  and  post-release  outcome.  This  al- 
lows the  results  to  be  interpreted  as  being  more  related  to  ac- 
tual prison  behavior  than  to  a  predetermined  risk  factor.  With 
this  in  mind,  the  second  analysis  was  designed  to  examine  the 
relationship  between  the  type  and  number  of  disciplinary  reports 
parolees  received  and  parole  outcome  when  controlling  for  risk. 

When  the  sample  was  broken  down  into  two  risk  groups  (high 
risk,  N=632  and  low/moderate  risk  N=73)  the  relationship  between 
the  prison  behavior  indicators  and  parole  outcome  maintain  sig- 
nificance with  outcome  for  high  risk  parolees  only.  However, 
since  high  risk  parolees  make  up  90%  of  those  in  the  sample,  the 
results  of  this  study  apply  to  the  vast  majority  of  state 
parolees  in  Massachusetts. 
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A.     Disciplinary  Reports 


Type  and  Quantity  of  Disciplinary  Reports 

The  type  and  number  of  D  reports  parolees  received  during 
the  last  five  years  still  maintain  significant  statistical 
relationships  with  parole  outcome  for  parolees  considered  as  high 
risk;  however,  no  significant  relationship  was  found  between  any 
of  the  different  types  or  numbers  of  D  reports  and  parole  out- 
come for  parolees  considered  as  low/moderate  risk.  Thus,  the 
hypothesis  that  there  is  no  relationship  between  prison  behavior 
and  parole  outcome  is  not  borne  out  by  this  data  for  the  parolees 
considered  high  risk.  Table  2,  Appendix  A,  depicts  this  informa- 
tion. 

Rate  of  Disciplinary  Reports 

Tables  1  and  2  provide  information  regarding  the  relation- 
ship between  the  types  and  total  number  of  D  Reports  parolees 
received  and  parole  outcome.  Although  this  information  may  be 
useful  to  the  parole  board  to  some  degree,  we  also  felt  that  the 
presence  of  D  Reports  could  vary  according  to  the  length  of  time 
spent  in  prison  prior  to  parole  release. 

For  example,  two  inmates  each  receive  five  D  Reports  during 
their  incarceration.  However,  one  of  the  inmates  spent  five 
years  incarcerated  and  the  other  spent  only  five  months.  Does 
knowing  this  added  information  about  time  served  provide  a  better 
sense  of  how  parolees  will  fare  after  release?  By  computing  an 
annual  rate  at  which  inmates  received  D  Reports  we  were  able  to 
take  into  account  the  time  served  factor  and  thus  provide  a  more 
meaningful  look  at  prison  behavior  as  indicated  by  the  parolee's 
average  number  of  D  Reports. 

The  average  number  of  D  Reports  received  by  high  risk 
parolees,  during  both  their  last  five  years  and  last  one  of  in- 
carceration, was  found  to  be  significantly  related  to  parole  out- 
come. As  the  average  increases  so  does  the  corresponding 
recidivism  rate.  Parolees  who  had  no  D  Reports  during  the  last 
five  years  had  the  lowest  recidivism  rate  at  35%;  those  averag- 
ing less  than  one  a  year,  42%;  those  averaging  between  one  and 
two  a  year  52%;  between  3  and  4  a  year  53%;  and  finally  those 
with  the  highest  probability  of  recidivating  averaged  between  5 
and  6,  or  more  than  seven  D  reports  a  year.  These  parolees  had 
recidivism  rates  of  76%  and  86%  respectfully.  Twelve  of  the 
fourteen  parolees  who  averaged  seven  or  more  D  Reports  during  the 
last  five  years  of  their  incarceration  were  returned  to  prison 
during  the  eighteen  month  follow-up  period.  Table  3  depicts  this 
information . 
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Similar  to  the  findings  mentioned  above,  high  risk  parolees 
with  no  D  Reports  during  the  last  year  had  a  36%  recidivism  rate, 
those  averaging  less  than  one  a  year  40%,  and  those  averaging  be- 
tween one  and-'-two  a  year  and  three  and  four  a  year  had  recidivism 
rates  of  52%  and  51%  respectively.  Finally,  parolees  who 
averaged  between  five  and  six  D  Reports  and  those  who  averaged 
seven  or  more  during  the  last  year  of  incarceration  had  the 
highest  recidivism  rates  at  76%  and  80%.  Similar  to  the  previous 
analysis,  the  vast  majority  (twenty  of  the  twenty-five)  of  high 
risk  parolees  who  averaged  seven  or  more  D's  during  the  last  year 
of  their  incarceration  were  returned  to  prison  during  the  eigh- 
teen month  follow-up  period.     Table  4  depicts  this  information. 

As  Tables  3  and  4  show,  the  average  number  of  disciplinary 
reports  received  during  the  last  five  years,  as  well  as,  during 
the  last  year  of  their  incarceration  is  significantly  related  to 
outcome  for  the  majority  of  the  parolees  studied:  those  falling 
into  the  high  risk  category.  However,  as  Tables  3  and  4  also 
shows,  the  relationship  between  average  D  reports  and  outcome  was 
not  significant  for  those  parolees  considered  as  low/  moderate 
risks . 

B.     Movement  Across  Security  Levels 
Returns  to  Higher  Security 

The  number  of  times  a  parolee  was  returned  to  higher  levels 
of  security  was  also  found  to  be  a  significant  indicator  of  risk 
for  the  high  risk  group  only.  High  risk  parolees,  who  had  at 
least  one  return  during  the  last  five  years,  recidivated  at  a 
rate  of  54%  compared  to  34%  for  those  with  no  returns  over  the 
last  five  years.  Similarly,  parolees  with  at  least  one  return  to 
higher  security  during  their  last  year  incarcerated  had  a 
recidivism  rate  of  53%,  while  those  with  no  return  recidivated  at 
41%.  Again,  even  though  low  risk  parolees  who  were  returned  to 
higher  security  recidivated  at  higher  rates  than  those  with  no 
return  the  differences  in  recidivism  were  not  statistically  sig- 
nificant.    (See  Table  5.) 


Movement  Score 

High  risk  parolees,  who  were  eventually  released  from  the 
same  level  or  a  higher  level  of  security  than  they  were 
originally  classified,  recidivated  at  a  significantly  higher  rate 
(56%);  than  those  who  were  released  from  a  level  of  security 
lower  than  that  to  which  they  were  initially  classified  (34%). 
The  relationship  between  movement  score  and  parole  outcome  was 
not  significant  for  low  risk  parolees.     (See  Table  8) 

Releasing  Security 

Similar  to  the  above  analysis   regarding  movement   score,  the 
relationship  between  releasing  security  and  parole  outcome  was 
significant  for  high  risk  parolees  only.     High  risk  parolees 
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released    from    pre-release    facilities    recidivated    at    the  lowest 
rate    (31%);     those    released    from   minimum   security    (38%);  those 
released   from"medium  security    (54%);    and   finally   those  released 
from    maximum  security  had  the  highest  recidivism  rate  at  62%. 
(See  Table  10) 

C.  Periods  of  Isolation  Punishment 

The  relationship  between  the  number  of  times  parolees 
received  isolation  periods  as  a  result  of  prison  misconduct  was 
significant  for  only  the  high  risk  parolees.  High  risk  parolees 
receiving  at  least  one  period  of  isolation  during  the  last  five 
years  of incarcerat ion  recidivated  at  a  much  higher  rate  (54%) 
than  those  not  receiving  isolation  time  at  all  (33%).  (See  Table 
6) 

D.  Escapes 

Consistent  with  the  previous  analysis  of  escapes,  dif- 
ferences in  recidivism  rates  among  high  risk  parolees  with  at 
least  one  prior  escape  noted  in  their  record  were  significant  for 
only  the  high  risk  parolees.  Table  9  depicts  this  information 
for  both  the  high  and  moderate/low  risk  groups,  as  well  as  for, 
the  overall  sample. 

E.  Furloughs 

The  differences  in  recidivism  among  high  risk  parolees  was  also 
significantly  related  to  the  number  of  furloughs  the  parolees 
had.  Parolees  displaying  the  lowest  recidivism  rates  (34%)  were 
those  having  four  or  more  furloughs  during  their  incarceration. 
Parolees  with  no  furloughs  recidivated  at  a  rate  of  51%;  and 
those  with  only  one  to  three  furloughs  at  a  57%  rate.  The  number 
of  furloughs  low  risk  parolees  experienced  was  not  found  to  be 
significantly  related  to  parole  outcome.     (See  Table  7.) 


3.  Regression 

The  last  step  in  this  study  involved  multiple  regression 
analysis.  We  felt  it  was  important  to  add  a  multivariate  dimen- 
sion to  the  results  already  obtained.  How  well  do  prison  be- 
havior variables,  overall,  aid  in  the  prediction  of  recidivism? 
What  proportion  of  the  variance  in  recidivism  does  prison  be- 
havior explain,  and  how  does  this  differ  for  the  two  risk  groups 
involved  in  this  study? 

Due  to  the  high  degree  of  multicollinearity  among  the  dif- 
ferent variables  we  measured,  it  was  important  to  pare  down  the 
number  of  variables  we  were  going  to  enter  into  the  regression 
equation.  Again,  we  went  back  to  the  different  types  of  prison 
behavior  we  studied:  disciplinary  reports,  isolation  time,  es- 
capes, furloughs,  returns  to  higher  security  and  overall  move- 
ment. We  chose  one  variable  from  each  of  those  groups  that  the 
Board  considers  most  heavily: 
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L.  Average  of  major  disciplinary  reports,  last  five  years.  The 
rate  at  which  major  D  reports  were  received  by  an  inmate  in  the 
last  five  years  of  that  inmate's  sentence. 

2.  Isolation  time:  the  total  periods  of  isolation  time  given  to 
an  inmate  as  a  form  of  prison  punishment. 

3.  Escapes.     The  total  number  of  escapes   in  the  inmate's  history. 

4.  Furlough  total,  last  five  years:  the  total  number  of  furloughs 
granted  to  an  inmate  in  the  last  five  years  of  incarceration  for 
the  inmate's  sentence. 

5.  Returns  to  higher  security,  last  five  years:  the  number  of 
returns  to  higher  security  for  the  last  five  years  of  incarcera- 
tion on  the  inmate's  sentence. 

6.  Overall  movement  score:  A  measure  of  the  inmate's  movement 
across  prison  security  levels  from  commitment  to  parole  release. 

First,  the  overall  sample  was  examined.  The  risk  score  was 
entered  (forced  entry)  first,  then  the  six  prison  behavior  vari- 
ables were  entered.  What  does  the  knowledge  about  prison  be- 
havior add  to  what  is  already  known  via  the  risk  score? 

Second,  the  groups  were  split  and  the  prison  variables  were 
entered  in  a  regression  equation  for  both  the  low/moderate  risk 
group  (N=73)  and  the  high  risk  group  (N=632). 

Although  there  are  certainly  many  other  ways  of  combining 
variables  and  entering  them  into  a  regression  equation,  we 
decided  that  this  would  be  a  preliminary  step  in  coming  up  with 
some  sort  of  "model"  of  how  prison  behavior  interrelates  and  pre- 
dicts recidivism  for  the  two  risk  groups.  We  were  also  concerned 
about  using  so  many  variables  that  the  results  for  our  small 
low/moderate  risk  group  sample  would  be  distorted.  The  results 
are  as  follows: 

Total  Sample 
(N=705) 

Entering  risk 
R2  .047 

F=  34.791       Sig.  F=.0000 
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Entering  prison  behavior  variables 


Squared 
Multiple 
Semi-Partial 
Correlations , 
ranked 


Signi  f  icance 
of  the  T  Test 


Risk  .0210 

Returns  to  higher  security  .0130 

Average  major  D  reports  .0066 

Overall  movement  score  .0064 

Furloughs  (  .0030 

Escapes  .0030 

Isolation  time  .0009 


.  0000 
.0014 
.0227 
.0244 
.  1207 
.  1231 
.  3858 


R  .124 
F=  14.078 


Sig.  F=.0000 


R  change=.077 
F  change=10 . 172 
Sig.  F  change=.0000 


Low/Moderate  Risk  Group 
(N=73) 


Squared 
Multiple 
Semi-Partial 
Correlations , 
ranked 


Signif  icance 
of  the  T  Test 


Returns  to  higher  security  .0189 

Furloughs  .0093 

Isolation  time  .0069 

Average  major  D  reports  .0015 

Escapes  .0004 

Overall  movement  score  .0003 


.  2595 
.4272 
.4942 
.7474 
.8713 
.8911 


R  =.034 
F=  .382 


Sig.  F=.8881 
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High  Risk  Group 


(N=632) 


Squared 
Multiple 
Semi-Partial 
Correlations 


Signi  f  icance 
of  the  T  Test 


Returns  to  higher  security 
Average  major  D  reports 
Overall  movement  score 
Furloughs 
Escapes 

Isolation  time 


.0170 
.0106 
.  0061 
.  0058 
.  0056 
.  0031 


.  0006 
.  0067 
.  0398 
.  0445 
.  0471 
.  1412 
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F=     12.207     Sig.   F=  .0000 

The  results  of  these  preliminary  steps  in  multiple  regres- 
sion analysis  reveal  that  for  the  overall  sample,  risk  explains 
4%  of  the  variation  in  recidivism,  and  the  prison  behavior  vari- 
ables add  another  8%,  for  a  total  of  12%  of  the  variation  ex- 
plained . 

For  the  two  risk  groups,  the  prison  behavior  variables  ex- 
plain only  3%  of  the  variation  in  recidivism  for  the  low/moderate 
risk  group.  For  the  high  risk  group,  the  prison  behavior  vari- 
ables explain  10%  of  the  variation  in  recidivism. 

A  tentative  ranking  of  the  individual  variables  was  done  for 
each  procedure.  The  squared  multiple  semi-partial  correlation 
tells  us  what  proportion  of  the  variance  within  the  equation  each 
variable  accounts  for  when  controlling  for  all  the  rest.  Returns 
to  higher  security  emerges  in  the  three  regressions  as  the 
highest  ranking  variable. 

Certainly,  the  proportion  of  variance  explained  by  prison 
behavior  variables  is  low.  Yet  it  is  worth  noting  that  it  is 
higher  for  the  high  risk  group  than  for  the  low/moderate  group, 
where  the  equation  is  not  significant.  A  difference  remains  be- 
tween risk  groups  when  it  comes  to  explaining  recidivism  by  using 
prison  behavior  variables. 


The    results    of    this    study    of    the    Massachusetts  parole 
population  closely  parallel  the  results  from  prior  research.  In- 
stitutional behavior  is  significantly  related  to  parole  outcome. 
However,  when  controls  for  a  priori  risk  are  applied,  the 
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measures  for  institutional  behavior  retain  their  significance  to 
parole  outcome  only  for  the  high  risk  group. 

For  the -high  risk  parolees,  many  individual  indicators  of 
prison  behavior  were  identified  as  having  significant  statistical 
relationships  with  parole  outcome.  Significant  indicators  were 
identified  from  the  official  information  routinely  provided  to 
the  Parole  Board  from  an  inmate's  record  for  each  of  the  areas  of 
institutional  behavior  examined  including  disciplinary  reports, 
security  level  movements,   escape  history  and  furlough  history. 

In  terms  of  D  reports,  particular  types  of  D  reports,  total 
number  of  D  reports  received  during  the  last  incarceration  and 
the  rate  at  which  D  reports  were  received  were  all  found  to  be 
significantly  associated  with  parole  outcome.  In  addition, 
isolation  time  sanctions  imposed  as  a  result  of  prison  misconduct 
also  proved  to  be  significantly  associated  with  outcome. 

Other  indicators  of  prison  behavior  such  as  returns  to 
higher  security,  furloughs,  escape  histories,  overall  institu- 
tional movement  and  releasing  security  levels  also  were  sig- 
nificant . 

Although  these  indicators  of  prison  behavior  are  sig- 
nificantly related  to  parole  outcome  on  an  individual  basis, 
many  of  these  variables  are  highly  interrelated.  For  example,  an 
incident  of  institutional  misconduct  might  result  in  a  discipli- 
nary report,  a  period  of  isolation  time,  a  return  to  higher 
security  and  the  loss  of  furlough  eligibility  status.  With  this 
in  mind,  it  was  important  to  identify  those  key  factors  from  each 
prison  behavior  measure  and  attempt  to  explain  how,  when  com- 
bined,  they  relate  to  parole  outcome. 

Multiple  regression  addressed  this  issue  for  us  and  points 
us  toward  future  research.  While  the  proportion  of  variance  ex- 
plained by  prison  behavior  variables  is  low  for  this  model,  it  is 
worth  noting  that  it  is  higher  for  the  high  risk  group  than  for 
the  low/moderate  group,  where  the  equation  is  not  significant.  A 
difference  remains  between  risk  groups  when  it  comes  to  explain- 
ing recidivism  by  using  prison  behavior  variables. 

This  research  study  takes  a  first  step  toward  providing  Mas- 
sachusetts Parole  decision-makers  with  a  context  for  understand- 
ing institutional  behavior  as  it  relates  to  parole  outcome.  What 
is  pointed  out  by  these  results  is  the  need  to  do  more  to  examine 
the  interrelation,  not  only  among  a  priori  risk,  institutional 
behavior  and  parole  outcome,  but,  rather,  among  all  the  factors 
available  to  the  parole  board  and  parole  outcome.  This  is  espe- 
cially important  in  a  state  like  Massachusetts  where  the  parole 
population  is  primarily  high  risk,  and,  therefore,  where  there  is 
a  need  to  identify  other  significant  and  controlling  factors  and 
to  create  a  context  for  understanding  the  relationship  of  a  com- 
bination of  these  factors  to  parole  outcome. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Table  1 

delation  of  Major  Disciplinary  Reports 
and  Parole  Outcome, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up 
Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Type  and  Number 

of  Major  Disciplinary 

Reports 


Parole  Outcome 
Success  Failure 
%     (N)  %  (N) 


Signi  f  icance 


Assaultive 
None 

One  or 
More 

Substance  Abuse 
None 

One  or 
More 

Escape 

None 

One  or 
More 

All  Others  * 
None 

One  or 
More 

Total  Major  D's 
None 

One 

Two  or  More 


60%  (351) 

45%  (  53) 

61%  (293) 

49%  (111) 

60%  (386) 

32%  (  18) 

66%  (245) 

48%  (159) 

69%  (199) 

61%  (  73) 

45%  (132) 


40%  (237) 
55%   (  64) 

39%  (185) 
51%  (116) 

40%  (262) 
68%   (  39) 

34%  (127) 
52%  (174) 

31%  (  90) 
39%  (  47) 
55%  (164) 


chi  sq.  7.69 
p  <  .006 
gamma   . 2  8 


chi  sq.  9.17 
p  <  .003 
gamma  .24 


chi  sq.  15.65 
p  <  .000 
gamma  .52 


chi  sq.  22.83 
p  <  .000 
gamma  . 3  6 


chi  sq.  35.92 
p  <  .000 
gamma  . 3  7 


Table  2 

Relation  of  Major  Disciplinary  Reports  and 
Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up 
Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 

High  (N=632) 

Moderate  / 

Low  (N=7  3) 

Type  and  Number 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

of  Major  Disci- 

Rate Sig. 

Rate 

Sig . 

plinary  Reports 

%     ( N )  *  Level 

%     ( N  )  * 

Level 

Assaultive 
None 
One  or 
More 


43%  (519) 
57%  (113) 


chi  sq  6.26  19% 
p  <  .012  0% 
gamma   . 2  6 


(69)  chi  sq  .081 
(4)     p  <  .775 

gamma  -1.00 


Substance  Abuse 
None 
One  or 
More 


42%   (413)   chi  sq  5.29 


52%  (219) 


p  <  .022 
gamma  .20 


17%   (   65)   chi  sq  .005 
25%     (   8)   p  <  .941 
gamma  . 2  4 


Escape 


None 
One  or 
More 


43%   (576)   chi  sq  11.34 


68%   (  56) 


p  <  .001 
gamma   . 4  7 


17%  (  72)  chi  sq  .717 
100%   (     1)   p  <  .397 

gamma  1.00 


Other 


None  37%   (318)  chi  sq  16.48        15%   (  54) 

One  or  54%   (314     p  <   .000  26%   (  19) 

More  gamma  .32 


chi  sq  .436 
p  <  .605 
gamma  .35 


Total  Major  D's 

None  35%  (237) 

One  41%  (114) 

Two  or  57%  (281) 

More 


chi  sq  26.11  15% 
p  <  .000  0% 
gamma  .34  3  3% 


52)   chi  sq  3.98 

6)  p  <  .137 
15 )   gamma   . 3  2 


Table  3 

Relation  of  Average  Number  of  Disciplinary  Reports  and 

Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up  Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


High 

Risk 

Category 

Moderate/Low 

Overall 

Annual  Average 
D  Reports, 
last  5  years 

Recidivism 
Rate 
%     ( N  )  * 

Recidivism 
Rate 
%      (  N  )  * 

Recidivism 
Rate 
%      (  N  )  * 

None 

35% 

(226) 

15% 

(52) 

J  1«    \  c  I  a  ) 

Less  than  one 
a  year 

42% 

(145  ) 

0 

(6) 

AOft     (  1  CI  1 

Between  one 
ana   two  a  year 

52% 

(164) 

44% 

(9) 

j c ii/jj 

Between  three 
and  four  a  year 

53% 

(  58) 

20% 

(5) 

51%    (  63) 

Between  five 
and  six  a  year 

76% 

(  25) 

0 

(0) 

76%   (  25) 

Seven  or  more 
a  year 

86% 

(  14) 

0 

(1) 

80%   (  15) 

Note:  The  obtained  chi  square  statistic  was  significant  for  the 
overall  sample  at  42.80;  5  df;  p  <  .000;  gamma  .34  and  the  high 
risk  group  at  33.  98;  5  df;  p  <  .000;  gamma  .31.  For  the  low/ 
moderate  group  chi  square  was  not  significant  at  6.10;  5  df;  p  < 
.192;  gamma  .26. 


*  N  =  the  number  of  parolees  with  corresponding  disciplinary 
report  average. 


Table  4 

Relatiorwof  Average  Number  of  Disciplinary  Reports  and 

Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up  Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


High(N=632) 

Risk  Category 
Moderate/Low(N=73 ) 

Overall(N=705 ) 

Annual  Average 
D  Reports, 
Last  Year 

Recidivism 
Rate 
%     ( N )  * 

Recidivism 
Rate 
%     ( N  )  * 

Recidivism 
Rate 
%     (N)  * 

None 

39% 

(  348) 

17% 

(  59 ) 

36% 

(  407) 

Less  than  one 
a  year 

100% 

(  1) 

0 

(0) 

100% 

(  1) 

Between  one 
and  two  a  year 

46% 

(188) 

13% 

(8) 

45% 

(196) 

Between  three 
and  four  a  year 

64% 

(  55) 

40% 

(5) 

62% 

(  60) 

Between  five 
and  six  a  year 

60% 

(  15) 

0 

(0) 

60% 

(  15) 

Seven  or  more 
a  year 

80% 

(  25) 

0 

(1) 

77% 

(  26) 

Note:  The  obtained  chi  square  statistic  was  significant  for  the 
overall  sample  at  32.59;  5  df;  p  <  .000;  gamma  .33  and  the  high 
risk  group  at  27.  59;  5  df;  p  <  .  000;  gamma  .30.  For  the  low/ 
moderate  group  chi  square  was  not  significant  at  2.08;  5  df;  p  < 
.555;  gamma  .16. 


*  N  =  the  number  of  parolees  with  corresponding  disciplinary 
report  average. 


Table  5 

Relation  of  Returns  to  Higher  Security 
and  Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up,     Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 
High(N=632)     Moderate/Low(N=73 ) 

Overall(N=705) 

Type 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Behavior 

Rate 

Rate 

Rate 

Indicator 

%         ( N )  * 

%       (N)  * 

%        (  N  )  * 

Returns  to 

No         34%  (256) 

15%  (54) 

30%  (310) 

Higher  Security 

(last  5  years)         Yes       54%   (376)         26%     (19)  52%  (385) 


chi  sq  24.08  chi  sq  .605        chi  sq  33.72 

p  <   .000  p  <   .436  p  <  .000 

gamma   .39  gamma   .35  gamma  .43 


Returns  to  No        41%   (388)         17%   (59)  38%  (447) 

Higher  Security 

(last  year)  Yes       53%   (244)         21%   (14)  52%  (258) 


chi  sq     9.02  chi  sq  .000        chi  sq  12.48 

p  <  .002  p  <   .996  p  <  .000 

gamma   .25  gamma  .14  gamma  .28 


Table  6 
Relation  of  Isolation  Time 
"and  Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up,     Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 
High(N=632)     Moderate/Low(N=73 ) 

Overall(N=705 ) 

Type 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Rec  idi vism 

Behavior 

Rate 

Rate 

Rate 

Indicator 

%         (N)  * 

%       ( N  )  * 

%       (N)  * 

Received 
Isolation  Time 
(last  5  years) 

No 
Yes 

36%  (321) 
56%  (311) 

17%  (59) 
21%  (14) 

33%  (380) 
54%  (325) 

chi  sq  25.78 
p  <  .000 
gamma   . 4  0 


chi  sq  .000 
p  <  .996 
gamma  .14 


chi  sq  33.23 
p  <  .000 
gamma  .42 


Table  7 
Relation  of  Furloughs 
and  Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up,     Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 

High(N=632)     Moderate/Low( N=73 ) 

Overall(N=705 ) 

Type 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Behavior 

Rate 

Rate 

Rate 

Indicator 

%         (  N )  * 

%       ( N  )  * 

%        (  N  )  * 

Total  Number 

None 

51%  (276) 

13%  (23) 

49%  (299) 

of  Furloughs 

(last  5  years) 

1-3 

57%  (105) 

11%   (  9) 

54%  (114) 

Four 

34%  (251) 

22%  (41) 

33%  (292) 

or  More 

X2  =  22. 

45 

X2  =  1.11 

X2  =  21.88 

p  <  .000 

p  <  .573 

p  <  .000 

gamma  - . 

26 

gamma  .28 

gamma  -.25 

Table  8 

Relation  of  Overall  Movement  Score 
and  Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up,     Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 
High(N=632)     Mode rat e/Low( N=73 ) 

Overall(N=705 ) 

TvDe 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Recidi 

vism 

Behavior 

Rate 

Rate 

Rate 

Indicator 

% 

( N  )  * 

% 

(N)  * 

% 

(N)  * 

Movement 

Positive  36% 

(  356) 

17% 

(  58) 

34% 

(  414) 

Score 

Negative  58% 

(276  ) 

20% 

(15) 

56% 

(291) 

X2 

=  27.78 

X2  = 

.000 

X2  = 

33.20 

p 

<  .000 

P  <  • 

573 

P  < 

.000 

gamma  .41 

gamma 

.09 

gamma  .43 

Table  9 
Relation  of  Escape  History 
and  Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up,     Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 
High(N=632)     Moderate/Low( N=7 3 ) 

Overall(N=705 ) 

Type 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Recidivism 

Behavior 

Rate 

Rate 

Rate 

Indicator 

%  (N)* 

% 

(N)  * 

% 

(N)  * 

Total  Escapes 

None 

41%  (484) 

17% 

(  65) 

38% 

(  549  ) 

One 

61%  (148) 

25% 

(  8) 

59% 

(156) 

or  More 

X2  = 

17.31 

X2  = 

.  005 

x2  = 

20.85 

P  <  • 

000 

P  < 

.941 

P  < 

.000 

gamma 

.38 

gamma  . 2  4 

gamma  .40 

Table  10 

Relation  of  Security  Level  at  Time  of  Release 
-~and  Parole  Outcome  by  Risk  Category, 
Eighteen  Month  Follow-up,     Massachusetts  Parolees  (N=705) 


Risk  Category 
High(N=632)     Moderate/Low( N=73 )     Overall ( N=705 ) 


Type  Recidivism        Recidivism  Recidivism 

Behavior  Rate  Rate  Rate 


Indicator 

% 

( N )  * 

% 

( N )  * 

% 

(N)  * 

Pre-Release 

33% 

(  212) 

15% 

(34) 

31% 

(  272) 

Minimum 

37% 

(  124) 

20% 

(  25) 

38% 

(  124) 

Medium 

56% 

(  266) 

21% 

(14) 

54% 

(280) 

Maximum 

62% 

(  29) 

0% 

(  0) 

62% 

(  29) 

X2  =  22.45 

X2  = 

1.11 

X2  = 

21.88 

p  <  .000 

P  < 

.573 

P  <  • 

000 

gamma  .26 

gamma 

-.28 

gamma 

.  25 

m 

- 

APPENDIX  B 


am  *±*m 


MASSACHUSETTS  PAROLE  BOARD  . 

Initial  Risk  Assessment  l  Date) 


Institution  Number 

Parolee  Name   Last                First  MI 

Release  Date 

Region/  District 

Parole  Officer  Last  Name 

Select  the  appropriate  answer  and  enter  the  number  in  the  score  column.  Add  all  scores  and  write  the  sum  in  the  space  marked 
TOTAL  RISK  SCORE.  Turn  the  page  and  complete  the  Needs  Assessment  Form.  SCORE 

Number  of  Address  Changes  in  Last  Year:  0  None   

(Prior  to  Commitment)  1  One  or  more 

Number  of  Months  Employed  in  Last  12  Months:  0  Six  months  or  more 

(Prior  to  commitment)  1  Less  than  six  months   

0  Not  applicable 

Alcohol  Usage  Problems:   0  No  interference  with 

(Prior  to  commitment)  functioning   

1  Interference  with  functioning 

Other  Drug  Usage  Problems:   0  No  interference  with 

(Prior  to  commitment)  functioning   

1  Interference  with  functioning 

Attitude:   0  Motivated  to  change; 

receptive  to  assistance   

1  Dependent  or  unwilling 
to  accept  responsibility 

Age  at  First  Conviction:  0  Twenty-four  or  older   

1  Under  twenty-four 

Number  of  Prior  Periods  of  Probation/Parole  Supervision:   0  None   

(Adult  or  Juvenile)  1  One  or  more 

Number  of  Prior  Probation/Parole  Revocations:   0  None   

(Adult  or  Juvenile)  1  One  or  more 

Number  of  Prior  Felony  Convictions:  0  None   

(or  Juvenile  Adjudications)  1  One  or  more 

Convictions  or  Juvenile  Adjudications:  0  None 

(Select  applicable  and  add  for  score.  Do  not  exceed  a  1  Burglary,  theft,  auto   

total  of  2.  Include  current  offense.)  theft,  or  robbery 

1  Worthless  checks  or  forgery 

Convictions  or  Juvenile  Adjudications  for  Assaultive  Offenses 

Within  Last  Five  Years:  0  None   

(An  offense  which  involves  the  use  of  a  weapon,  physical  force  5  Yes 

or  the  threat  of  force.) 


TOTAL  RISK  SCORE 


APPENDIX  B 


NE:DS  SCORE 


3  + 

WWW         W  W  W  ■  ■  W 

0-3 

7* 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

4.  S 

MAX 

MOD 

MOD 

0-3 

MAX 

KIN 

MIN 

How  to  list  This  Chart  • 

1.  Determine  tht  pirolee's  Risk  Score, 

2.  Place  a  rultr  undtr  tht  appropriatt  Risk  Scort  1n  tht  left-hand  c 

3.  De termini  tht  piroltt's  Needs  Scort. 

4.  Follow  a  verticil  lint  for  tht  appropriatt  Needs  Score  to  the  poi 
when 'it  mttts  tht  appropriatt  Risk  Score. 

5.  Where  tht  two  lines  meet,  this  it  the  level  of  supervision  based 
upon  tht  combined  Risk/Needs  Score. 
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APPENDIX  C 


CODING  SHEET 

(1-10)    (11)   Committing  Inst.:   

Name  (Last,   first  initial)  (F=3,  W=l,  C=2) 

(12-16)     (17)  Governing  Offense:   

Five  Digit  #  ( Per s=l , Prop=2 , Dr ug=3 , Sex=4 

Other=5 ) 

(18-19)  Total  Risk  Score:      (20)  Releasing  Security  Level:  

(Max=l , Med=2 , Min=3 , PR=4 ) 

(21-22)  Months  til  Revocation:  (23-24)  Age  at  Release:   

( 0  0=active/closed ) 

(25-26)  Months  served/last  5  years:     (27-28)  Months  served/last  year: 


(29-30)  Overall  Movement  score 


(32-33)  Returns  to  higher  security 
(last  5  years)    


Furloughs  last  5  years: 
(35-36)no  problems 
( 37-38 )problems 


(31)   Returns  to  higher  security 
(last  year)   

On  Current  Sentence...  (1  digit) 
(34)Prior  Parole  Revocations: 


Furloughs  last  year: 
(39-40)no  problems 
( 41-42 ) problems 


(Skip  one  space) 


D-reports     Guilty/5  Years 


MAJOR 


MINOR 


Assault 
Sub.  abuse 

Other   

Escape 

Total   

Overall  Total: 


( 44-45) 
(48-49)' 

(52-53) 
(56-57) 

(60-61) 


_( 46-47) 
 (50-51) 

_(54-55) 
 (58-59) 

 (62-63) 

( 64-66) 


D-Reports  Guilty/1  year 

MAJOR  MINOR 

Assault  _(76-77)_  _(78-79) 

Sub. abuse  (80-81)  (82-83) 


Other 
Escape 


( 84-85) 
(88-89) 


Total  (  92-93) 

Overall  Total: 


_( 86-87) 
_(  90-91) 

(94-95) 

( 96-98) 


Average  D/months ( 67-69 )Major_ 

( 70-72)Minor  

(73-75)  Overall  Average     

(Skip  one  space)  


Average  D/mos . ( 99-101Ma j ._ 

(102-04)Min.  

(105-7)  Overall  Average       


(109)  Race:   

(1=W  2=B  3=H  4=A  5=AI  6=other) 


Prior  Commitments: 
(111-112)  Juvenile 
(113-114)  HOC 
(115-116)  State 


(110)  Total  Escapes: 


Isolation  time: 

(117-118)  Periods  invoked 

(119-120)  Periods  served: 

(121-122)  Periods  suspd. 


I 


APPENDIX  D 


Overall  Movement  Score 

Where  First  Classified  Where  Paroled  From  Score 

Minimum  Security  Maximum  Security  1  ("Negative 

Medium  Security  Maximum  Security  2 

Maximum  Security   Maximum  Security  3 

Minimum  Security  Medium  Security  4 

Medium  Security   Medium  Security  5 

Minimum  Security  Minimum  Security  6 

Maximum  Security    Medium  Security  7 

Medium  Security  Minimum  Security  8 

Maximum  Security   Minimum  Security  9 

Minimum  Security  Pre-Release  Center  10 

Medium  Security   Pre-Release  Center  11 

Maximum  Security  Pre-Release  Center  12  ("Positive" 


